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Sir: 

In response to the Office Action dated February 8, 2007, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of the claims. 

Claims 24-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 on the basis of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,278,783 (identified as "Kocherl") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,327,661 
(identified as "Kocher2"). It is respectfully submitted that, even if the teachings of the 
Kocher2 patent are applied to the system of the Kocherl patent, the result would not 
be the same as the subject matter of the rejected claims. 

In rejecting the claims, the Office Action states that the Kocherl patent 
discloses the operations that are performed in the conventional DES algorithm, and 
goes on to acknowledge that it does not disclose the claimed steps of selecting a 
first random value having the same size as the data being permuted, performing an 
exclusive-OR operation between the data being permuted and the first random value 
to generate a second random value, executing the permutation operation on each of 
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tlie first and second random values, to generate respective firstand second random 
results, and performing an exclusive -OR operation between the first and second 
random results to produce a final permuted result. To this end, therefore, the Office 
Action relies upon the Kocher2 patent as disclosing such subject matter, with 
particular reference to column 1 0, line 50 to column 1 3, line 1 9. It is respectfully 
submitted that the Kocher 2 patent does not disclose these claimed features. 

Claim 24 recites that a first random value is selected, a second random value 
is generated from this first random value, and the permutation operation is executed 
"on each of the first and second random values, to generate respective first and 
second random results". Thus, the claim recites that two permutation operations are 
performed, respectively on the first and second random values. The claim further 
recites that an exclusive -OR operation is performed on the results of these two 
permutation operations. These concepts are depicted, for example, in Figure 3 of 
the present application. 

It is respectfully submitted that the cited passage in the Kocher2 patent does 
not disclose these operations. As best as can be understood, column 12, lines 56- 
60 of the Kocher2 patent discloses that a single permutation operation is performed. 
Applicanis are unable to identify where the patent discloses that two random values 
are obtained, a permutation operation is executed on each of the two random values, 
and the results of these two permutation operations are combined through an 
exclusive-OR operation. Consequently, any possible combination of the Kocherl 
and Kocher2 patents would not lead a person of ordinary skill in the art to the 
claimed subject matter. 
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If tlie rejection of the claims is not withdrawn, the examiner is requested to 
identify, with particularity, (1) what are being interpreted to be the first and second 
random values in the Kocher2 patent, (2) where the Kocher2 patent discloses that a 
permutation operation is performed on each of these two random values, and (3) 
where the patent discloses that an exclusive-OR operation is performed on the 
results of such permutation operations. In the absence of such showings, it is 
respectfully submitted that proper support has not been established for the rejection 
of the claims. Specifically, the Office Action has not shown that every limitation 
recited in the claims is disclosed in the prior art, as required for a prima facie case of 
obviousness. MPEP § 2143.03 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections, and allowance of pending 
claims 23-37 is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Buchanan Ingersoll& Rodney pc 
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